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Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Ms. Salas

On behalf of Golden Orange Broadcasting Co., Inc., licensee of television station KDOC
Anaheim, California, there are herewith transmitted an original and nine copies of its
"Comments of Golden Orange Broadcasting on MSTV Ex Parte Submission."

Yours very truly

~JaCObi
RBJ:btc

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Robert Eckert
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BEFORE' °H':

jfeberal ~ommunication5 ~ommiggion

In the Matter of

Advanced Television Systems and Their
Impact Upon the Existing Television
Broadcast Service

TO: The Commission

MM Docket No. 87-268

COMMENTS OF GOLDEN ORANGE BROADCASTING ON
MSTV EX PARTE SUBMISSION

The Association for Maximum Service Television, Inc. and Other Broadcasters

(hereinafter "MSTV"), on November 20, 1997, tiled a document entitled "Ex Parte

Submission Based on New Technical Discoveries to Help the Commission Improve the DTV

Table of Allotments/Assignments." By Public Notice dated December 2, 1997, the FCC

announced that it was soliciting Comments on the MSTV Submission. On behalfof Golden

Orange Broadcasting Co.. Inc., licensee oftelevision station KDOC, Channel 56, Anaheim,

California (hereinafter "Golden Orange" or ,oKDOC"), there is herewith submitted its

Comments.

1. The MSTV proposals do not represent full industry agreement. While

MSTV members and other broadcasters may derive benefits. the MSTV Submission ignores

needs of individual licensees, particularly with respect to channel changes set forth in the

revised Table of Allocations for stations in the Los Angeles market area. In this respect,

Golden Orange submits that the issues raised hy MSTV should be considered on an
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individual case-by-case basis. Moreover, Golden Orange submits that the type of issues

raised by MSTV should be resolved by the Federal Communications Commission, and not

by an industry group dominated by major entities who predictably will attempt to further

their own vested interest. In short, the Federal Communications Commission is the most

appropriate forum to assure the resolution of issues based upon the public interest -- not

private interests.

2. Golden Orange acknowledges that the MSTV Submission contains

"Improvements" which are meritorious and worthy of consideration. The fact, however, that

Improvements can be achieved does not justifY the unfettered reallocation of DTV channels

in the Los Angeles market primarily for the benefit of VHF licensees and totally devoid of

consideration for the needs of those licensees which would be adversely affected by the

MSTV revised Table of Allocations. The MSTV Submission is couched in terms of

"assisting" the Commission. The altruistic objective of"assisting" is in fact intermixed with

MSTV self-serving objectives. In evaluating the Improvements, it is incumbent upon the

Commission to properly distinguish between these objectives.

3. The Sixth Report and Order allotted DTV Channel 32 to Golden

Orange, an allocation which will permit Golden Orange to provide an acceptable signal

throughout its coverage area. The MSTV revised Table of Allocations proposes DTV

Channel 55 for Golden Orange -- the same channel suggested by MSTV in its initial 1995

proposal. The transmitter site for the KDOC Channel 56 NTSC facility is Sunset Ridge; the

transmitter site for most of the Los Angeles area stations is Mt. Wilson. Because of terrain

and antenna orientation problems, the KDOC Channel 56 signal is not received within large

portions ofthe station's city oflicense, the Grade A and the Grade B contoursY Operation

II Attached hereto as Appendix 1 is an Arbitron study and a subsequent analysis which
reflects that 80% of the non-cable homes do not receive an acceptable picture from
KDOC.
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ofDTV channel 55 from Sunset Ridge will merely repeat the problems now experienced by

KDOC on NTSC channel 56.

4. To overcome the problem ofnot providing an acceptable signal to 80%

of the non-cable homes within its theoretical protected contour, Golden Orange plans to

operate its digital television station from the Mt. Wilson area. A Channel 32 operation from

Mt. Wilson will comport with the Commission's rules and will enable Golden Orange to

provide an acceptable signal within its coverage area -- a signal quality which is not now

provided by NTSC Channel 56 operating from Sunset Ridge and would not be provided by

DTV Channel 55 operating from Sunset Ridge. Moreover, simultaneous operation on DTV

Channel 55 from the Mt. Wilson and on NTSC Channel 56 at Sunset Ridge is not technically

feasible (see Engineering Statement, Appendix II). In proposing DTV Channel 55, MSTV

ignores the public interest benefits to be derived from KDOC providing an acceptable signal

throughout its coverage area in order to accommodate VHF licensees with less desirable FCC

allotments in the 60-69 band.Y

5. Golden Orange supports the Channel 32 allocation set forth in the Sixth

Report and Order. The primary objective of Golden Orange is to operate from Mt. Wilson

in order to provide an acceptable signal within its entire coverage area; Golden Orange

recognizes, however, that other alternative nonadjacent channels within the core spectrum

proposed in the MSTV Table will also "work." Under the MSTV proposal, however, these

core spectrum channel alternatives are proposed for Los Angeles VHF stations which now

provide an acceptable NTSC signal to most (if not all) oftheir respective coverage areas and

will continue to do so during the transition stage. These channels are as follows:

7:./ In 1995, shortly after the filing of the MSTV initial Submission to the FCC which
proposed DTV Channel 55 for Golden Orange, Golden Orange's principals met in
Washington, D.C. with the MSTV Director ofEngineering. At that time, MSTV was
informed of the existent KDOC coverage problem and the reason for seeking a
nonadjacent DTV allocation which would operate from Mt. Wilson.
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Channel 23 (rather than FCC Channel 60) for KCBS (Ch.
2);

Channel 41 (rather than FCC Channel 68) for KTLA
(Ch.5);

Channel 38 (rather than FCC Channel 65) for KTTV
(Ch. 11);

Channel 33 (rather than FCC Channel 66) for KCOP
(Ch. 13).

While any of these core spectrum proposed DTV allocations would have met the needs of

Golden Orange (see Engineering Statement, Appendix II), the "bottom line" is that Golden

Orange was not a member of the "Club."

6. If the Commission is disposed to consider the MSTV revised Table of

Allocations for the Los Angeles market, the Commission should ensure that Golden Orange

continues to receive a DTV allotment which will work from the Mt. Wilson area

simultaneously with the Golden Orange NTSC operation from Sunset Ridge. In addition to

the core channels referenced supra, the attached Engineering Statement (Appendix II)

demonstrates that DTV Channel 26 also can be utilized by Golden Orange from Mt. Wilson

consistent with the MSTV revised Table of Allocations.

7. There is a further reason for the Commission to reject the MSTV

Channel 55 proposal for Golden Orange. Golden Orange operates on NTSC Channel 56 ~­

a channel that will not be a part of the core spectrum. Consequently, Golden Orange will not

have an option to return to DIV Channel 56 upon the termination of the transition time

period. Conversely, the Los Angeles area licensees operating on channels 2-46 will have the

option to return to their original channels. Indeed, all of the VHF licensees reasonably and
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logically can be expected to return to VHF DTV channel facilities. l / In this posture, stations

operating on NTSC channels outside of the core spectrum (such as KDOC) are more likely

to accept the transitional core channel as the permanent DTV allocation -- because ofviewer

identity achieved during the transition period and in order to avoid the cost of a second

channel move. Moreover, the public interest would be better served by establishing channel

continuity rather than sanctioning channel changes motivated by private interests. Equitable

and public interest considerations mandate that any licensee operating on an NTSC channel

outside of the core should receive a DTV transitional core channel.

The Commission's NPRM and Sixth Report and Order both proposed core channels

for Station KDOC. Consequently, until the Commission invited Comments on the MSTV

Submission, Golden Orange believed that the shortcomings of its NTSC Channel 56

operation would be remedied by its proposed DTV operation from a Mt. Wilson site. Golden

Orange continues to favor a Channel 32 DTV allocation. If the Commission revises the

channel allocations for the Los Angeles area stations, Golden Orange is entitled to a core

spectrum allocation consistent with operation from the Mt. Wilson area.

Respectfully submitted,

GOLDEN ORANGE BROADCASTING CO., INC.

By: UP--\-~~~
Robert B. J~i '
COHN AND MARKS
1333 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20036-1573
(202) 293-3860

Its Attorneys
Date: December 17, 1997

Operational costs, coverage, channel continuity, viewer identity are some ofthe more
salient reasons guaranteeing the return to DTV broadcast operations on DTV channels
2 through 13.
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APPENDIX I

ARBITRONSTUDYAND SUBSEQUENTANALYSIS
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GARY LITAKER
MEDIA RESEARCH
1801 West 263rd Street

Lomita, California 90717
(213) 539-5628 I 326-2686

July 24, 1990

Mr. Calvin Brack
KDOC-TV
1730 South Clementine
Anaheim, California 92802

Dear Cal:

Accompanying this letter is the final summary and report on the various
research undertaken to determine the reception and viewing of KDOC in the
Los Angeles television market.

From the research, the following points are significant:

1. In two different samples of viewing in the Los Angeles market,
80% of the non-cable television households report they do not
receive KDOC.

2. Of the non-cable television households that can receive KDOC,
46.7% report they view the station.

3. Currently, in order to receive the KDOC signal, it appears as
if household antennas must be adjusted to receive an acceptable
picture. With the exception of indoor antennas, the adjustment
on the most-used antenna system (roof) is inconvenient for
most households.

From the above, the following conclusions are apparent:

1. The inability of 80% of the non-cable homes in the Los Angeles
market to receive an acceptable picture from KDOC is in direct
relationship to KDOC's low audience levels.

2. Based on the fact that homes that can receive KDOC view the
station in substantial percentages, any improvement in the
able-to-receive households would increase the KDOC viewing
audience and thus make the station a more marketable entity
to major advertisers.

Sincerely,



ANALYSIS - CAN RDIVE/oID VIEW S'IUDY \
\

MAy' 1989~ .

RCV BY:Xerox Telecopier 7020 6-23-89 3:45PM ACAMA FILMS I~C,~

G
'Ibis study L"ldicates, as expected, sane areas of serious' concern for KIXX.

'\ \
"

First, t:he..""e are hanes who view I<J:XX: that are not reporting that viewing.

C'anpar1ng the May 1989 ret:Ort (meter driven) to the can receive/did view

study (diary driven) reveals the folla.dng:

May 1989 Report

AD! Television Hcmes

~ Weekly Net Hanes

4,807,700

688,000 =14.3% vieWing­

to J<I:CC

Total In-Tab Diaries

Hanes VieWing :KIXX

1,623

106 ;;; 6.5% viewing

to KOCC

lJ.bis disparity indicates that viewers, even though watch1ns the station,

are &ppar9r1tly not indicating their viewing in the diaries. '!tis Will not

influence the station f S rating's, but \/Jill result in 1O'w"er dE!ll'f09raphics being

credited to the station.

In order to counter this, I ~d again like to suggest t.'1at RlXC, beg'inning

in with the October survey, air an announcement that states:

"If you are keeping a rating dia:..'"Y, please indicate you are

watch.ing I<I:x:lC, Los Anqeles."



'dtU t if _Hoi

Rev BY:Xerox Telecopier 7020 6-23-89 3:45PM ACAMA FILMS :NC.~

'nUs is technically against Arbitron and Nielsen policy and it will result

in a notice in the report stating' that :KIXX: made the announcement. HcMever,

it will not result in de-listing in the :report. Stations allover ti'.e U.S.

do th1a and it certainly will not ha:r:m the audience levels currently being

delivered.

Second, as bleak as this study appears en the surface, there are sane definite

signs that the major problem the station is encountering is the ability of

hanes to receive the station's Signal.

tthe hanes that iJ;Id1cated the~ CX)UJ.d. receive the station and did View was
39.1%. 'Ibis is a far cry fran the 6~S' did view figure fran all of the

diaries in the aurvey.

'!he above seems to be an ind1cation that t<tttrs viewing universe is l1.mited

to only a portion of the Los Angeles ADI. What viewing it does attract is

therefore caning fran a smaller pool of the market's hanes ti'.an the ccmpeting

stations.

Based a'l the data received fran Arbitron, I<I:X:X::'s siqnal (can receive hanes)

is apparently good in OL"anqe county and the southern ani central portions

of loS Anqeles county. However, it appears as if much of the San Fernando

Valley and areas to the northwest are unable to receive the station.

'!he unable-to-receive areas are partially covered by cable. :B1t KOCIC receives

less viewing in cable hares than in non-cable hanes. 'Iberefore, increasing

I<I:OC I s acceptance by cable systems, while important now and even more so

in the future, is only part of the solution. The over-t.~-air signal remains

the roost Viable and solvable part of the problem.



tt

Rev BY:Xerox Telecopier 7020 6-23-89 3:46PM

Paqe 3

Initial Recamlendations for !nInId1ate Actioo

ACAMA FILMS INC, ~ 17149991z'e;; 4

1• Caxluct a second study on the July 1989 Arbitron to see if the same can­

receive patterns appear in both cable aT1d non-cable hanes.

2. If a second study generally confinne the patterns found in the first,

it \IR:lUld seem loqical that the finds are relevant and at that !=Oint steps

to correct the signal problem can be addressed.

3. Undertake a study to find out which cable ~ieS are not ~inq
KI:XX: and the areas they serve. '!he concentration. would be in cable

canpanies which serve areas in which }(I)X cannot be received over-the...

air.



RCV BY:Xerox Telecopier 7020 8-23-89 3:45PM ACAMA FILMS INC, ~

ANALYSIS - R!XEVE AND DID VI:E.W

'lba data an the tolJ..owinq chart is an overview ot the ca.., receive homes and

of those hanes, the percentage that did view. 'Ihis canbines both cable and

ncn-eable hones in order to look at the situaticm overall.

'l1'le study indicates that in hemes that can receive I<OOC, the Viewing is

considerably lTDre than the overall :figures indicate.

In order to produce a ttDre realistic figure, even if Riverside West and san
Bemardino counties are eliminated {due. to low diary data} I lQX)C Viewing

amonq hanes that can receive the station is still 39.0%.

What this seems to indicate is that if the l<I:CC signal (via over-the--air

or cable) was heinq received in rra-e haDes, viewing would increase

significantly. ~le-to-receive the station seems to te a major problem in

a large number of households.



RBC£IVE JR) DID VIEJf BY <XlM.Y

Total Can Did " (oftbose~
Diaries Receive " View' tIlbo am x:eceive)

Ins Angeles 993 174 17.5% 74 42.5t

Orange 305 67 30.0 20 29.9

san Bernardino 136 19 14.0 5 26.3

Riverside (west) 90 11 12.2 7 63.6

ventura 82

Kern 14

Inyo 3

'lbta1s 1,623 271 16.7% 106 39.,1.

~"'''~ q3 3 C>z'D- .

Source: May 1989 Mbi.t.n:n special study.
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Rev BY:Xerox Telecopier 7020 8-23-89 3:47PM ACAMA fILMS INC, ~ 17149991218;; 7

'!he oounty-by-county deWl indicates can receive/did view between oable

and non-cable hanes. '!'he percentages below these figures refer to those

that can receive/did view arta1.9 the cable haTes cnly or can receive/did view

~ the non-cable hanes only, not to the total diaries.

Note that can receiva na'1-cable haMs out-number can receive cable hanes.

Can receive may be sanewhat subjective in this case. If a heme is

cable-equ1pped, 1t may not choose to view over-the-air programninq, relyinq

exclusively on the cablej therefore, if a hane is cable-equipped and the

system does not carry i<DX, the bane ~uld indicate an unable to receive,

even thouqh it miqht be able to receive I<rXX over the air. lagic indicates

this is a small number, but it rray a part of the whole.

Add!tionally, I<tx:C viewing among non-cable hcrnes is higher than anonq cable

hanes. A supposition for this could possibly be that since non-eable hones

have a smaller selection of statiOn c.lotoices, KIX.'X: may be receiving a benefit

that is not apparent in cable hones.



alJN'l'Y-BY-<nJtflY DEn."AIL

CAN RHmVE/Om VIBo1 STUDY

MAY 1989 ARBlmaI

'lUr.AL CABIE IDlES NCJf-eABLE IDei
aurrY DIARIES Diaries can Receive Did View Diaries Can Recei-ve Did View

IDs
Angeles 993 389 67 27 604 107 47
% (see note) 17.2% 6.9% 17.7' 1.8%

9rarJJ~ 305 171 33 10 134 34 10

" 19.. 3\ 5.8% 25.4% 7.. 5%

san
Bemardi.o:> 136 79 6 1 51 13 4
% 7.6%0 1.. 3% 22.8% 7.0%

Riverside w. 90 44 3 0 46 8 7
% 6.8% - 17.. 4% 15.2%

Ventura 82 61 0 0 21 0 0

"
Kern 14 8 0 0 6 0 0
%

~ 3

Note: percentages refer to cable and non-cable b:mes only, not percentages of total diaries.
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?ROJECT10N OF POTENTIAL AUDiENCE ]NC2EAS~3

Assuming ~hat the reason ior ~:DOC·s i~w able-to-receive levels can be fQunci a~d

solved. the fE-suit would oe ~o incre~se the Do:entiai kDOC viewin~- - 8udie:1ce 1:1

LOS Angeles. As an example of how ~;Lese levels w'Ju}d change,

curre-ntiy attained by KeET (detailed e3fi ier in -::his repcrti can se-!"J8 2.5 a ffilJde;

tor the projected KDOC increase.

In calt:uiatin~ this estimation. the i"cllowin,? has oeen !:si<en into consideration:

~. KDOC's cable households would remain the same;

~~ KDOC·s able-to-receive :'Qn-cab~e audience increases wcuid

r.::uuntles.

However. sinGe Los Angeles rating tepor:s are b852(: on all cf the televisicn

homes in the Los Angeles ADI 4 KDOC's pe~ce~tage of estimat~d audience deii~ery

is based on the total television homes in the market {4~939i70(J in 1989-90) and

not only those in the four-county area i~ which the KDOe abie-tIJ-

teceive homes are concentrated.

Additiana[lY4 one technicai factor tna: is n~Jt addressed is the diffe~ences in

antenna location and type ag wei i as the in transmittet power between KDOC and

e'Jentualiy l l' ..... ~-equa, I'Ll::. i in th':? nllmbe r 0: non-::able hames able :0 re,::eive a:-1

acceptable sIgnaL.



CURRENT A3LE-TQ-~ECEi~E CA?ABILi7lES - K~QCjXCET

The fal lcwing chat~ IS based on a~arles :a~uIated iremal1 COUnti2~ teprEsEntiD~

~ne ~os Angeles ADi with homes prcjec~eQ ~s 1969-90 lEvels.

Can Receive

Total Non-Cable!Cabl~ Homes:

Non-Cab j e**

Cab I eH

~,:DDC

864,400 i,17.5%i

~,:3.700 {10.4%J

35(;.100 7.1%)

2.a50.100 (u9.6%J

1.2~9.700 (25.3%1

1.200,uOO i24.3%J

.~ ~~DOC's signal were La equal that of VCETf; among non-cable flomes. ~::DOC;s ao1e-

:o-receive data would change to ~he foi icwing:

KDOC Able to Receive:

Non-Cable Home3

TOTAL

250.700 ,no chan~e)

7his is equal to 32.Q% of all Los An~e.es television hous~hcids~



n~ lNCREA5ED ABLE-TO-RECE1VE Q~ kDCJC VIEWING AUD1ENC~

increasing KDOC's able-to-re8eive households would iogica}}y add to the KDOC

viewing audience.

ACCGrdin~ to rne May and July diary ailalysis used as the basis far the above

i nf orma! ion, KLlUL is viewed by L:.E,.4% 0:
, I "a l. 1 at its able-to-receive homes.

T::-anslatll',g this data to the projected increase in KDOC's abie-to-receive

households produces the following estimates:

Estimated [ncteased

Able-To-Rec~i1Je

l"bOO.£iOO

L·U::'''' ten. I

Did View

45.4:\

Able-ie-Receive

Hemes Viewing

726,600

This represents an increase ot 392 4 400 new vie~ viewing households over KDOC's

current level.



ANALYSIS - CAN RD:IVE/OID VIEW S'ItJDY

MAy' 1989~

Rev BY:Xerox Telecopier 7020 6-23-89 3:45PM ACAMA FILMS :NC.~

G
'Ibis study indicates, as expected, sane areas of serious concern for KI:CC.

First, there are banes Who view t<IXX:: that are not reporting that viewing.

eatlparing the May 1989 refX)rt (~ter driven) to the can receive/did view

study (diary driven) reveals the follCMing:

May 1989 Report

Am Television H::mes

~ Weekly Net Hanes

4,807,700

688,000 =14.3' vieWinq

to I<I:tt

Total In-Tab Diaries

Hanes Viewing KIX:C

1,623

106 ;; 6.. 5% viewing

to KDOC

'Ibis disparity indicates that viewers, even though watching the station,

are apparently not indicating their viewing in the diaries. 'Ibis Will not

influence the station I s rati.ng's, but will result in 1O'w"er cien'o;;raphics being

credited to the station.

In order to counter this, I would again like to suggest t.ljat KtOC, beginning'

in with the October survey, air an announcement that states:

"If you are keeping a rating dia::ry, please indicate you are

watching I<IXlC, U>s Angeles."



Rev BY:xerox Telecopier 7020 6-23-89 3:45PM ACAMA ~ILMS :NC.~

This is technically against Arhitron and Nielsen policy and it Will result

in a notice in the report statinq that KOCC made the announcement. However ,

it will not result in de-listing in the report. Stations allover tl'.e U.S.

do this and it certainly will not Man the audience levels currently beinq

delivered.

Second, as bleak as this study appears on the surface, there are sane definite

signs that the major problem the station is encountering is the ability of

hanes to rece1VEl the station's signal.

'!he hanes that ~cated they oould. receiva the station and did View was
39.1%. 'IMs is a far cry fran the 6.5% did view figure fran all of the

diaries in the survey.

'n'le above seems to be an ind1cation that lQXC r S vieWing un!verse is l1:mi.ted

to only a p:Jrtion of the~ Angeles ADI. What viewing it does attract is

therefore caning fran a smaller pool of the market IS hanes t:na.n the ~tin9

stations.

Based on the data'received fran Arbitron, KI:CC's siqna.l (can receive hanes)

is apparently good in orange county and the southern and central portions

of los Anqeles county. However, it appears as if much of the San Fernando

Valley and areas to the northwest are unable to receive the statioo.

'the unable-to-receive areas are partially covered by cable. 81t I<IXX: receives
less viewing in cal:.Ue banes than in non-cable hanes. 'lberefore, increas1nq

KIX:IC I S acceptance by cable systems, while important now and eV6.?1 mx-e so

in the future, is only part of t.~ solution. '!he over-t.~-air signal remains

the rrost Viable and solvable part of the problem.



6-23-89 ~:46PMRCV By:xerox Teleccpier 7020 -

Initial P.eeurIner'1dationa for ImnId1ate Actioo

ACAMA F:LMS INC, ~ 17149991218;# 4

, • Ca1duct a second study on the July 1989 Arbitroll to see if the same can­

receive patterns appear in both cable a.'1d non-cable hares.

2. If a second study generally confil:me the patterns found in the first,

it ~d seem loq1cal that the finds are relevant and at that point steps

to correct the signal problan can be addressed.

3. Undertake a study to find out which cable caepanies are not ~in9'

KIX.X:: and the areas they serve. '!he concentratim would be in cable

canpanies which serve areas in which la:X:C cannot be received over-the...

air.



Rev BY:Xerox Telecopier 7020 8-23-69 3:46PM;

ANALYSIS - RECEIVE AND DID VI~

'lb8 data on the tollowi.ng chart is an overview of the ca.., receive homes and

of those hanes, the percentage that di.d View. ~s canbines both cable and

ncn-eable hanes in order to look at the situaticm overall.

The study indicates that in haDes that can receive I<DOC, the viewing is

calS1derably IlDre than the overall figures indicate.

In order to produce a trore realistic figure, even if Riverside west and san
Bernardino counties are eliminated {due to low diary data}, lQ:X)C viewing

amonq banes that can receive the station is still 39.0%.

What this seems to indicate is that if the KCCC signal (via over-the.air

or cable) was being received in rta'e hanes I viewing ~uld increase

significantly. ~le-to-receive the statioo. sesns to be a major problem in

a 1arqe number of households.



ORfUtlVE 1R) DID VIBf BY <:n::Nl'Y

'1btal Can Did " (oftbose~
Diaries Receive " View 1Ilbo am xecei:ve)

los Angeles 993 174 17.5% 74 42.5t

Orange 305 67 30.0 20 29.9

san Bernardino 136 19 14.0 5 26.3

Riverside (west) 90 11 12.. 2 7 63.6

Ventura 82

Kern 14

Inyo 3

Totals 1,623 271 16.1% 106 39.1.

~~~M 9~3~'D

Source: May 1989 Arlri.t:rcn special study.
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Rev BY:Xerox Telecopier 7020 8-23-89 3:47PM

ANALYSIS - CDJN'I'Y-BY-a:xJNTY DETAIL,

'!he oounty-by-county detail indicates, can reeeiveldid view between cable

and non-cahle hanes. '!he percentaqesbelow these fi9\Jres refer to those

that can receive/did view arrong the cable hanes ally or can receive/did view

aroonq the non-cable hanes only, not to the total diaries.

Note that can receive nal-cable hanes out-number can receive cable hcmes.

Can receive may be sanewha.t subjective in this case. If a. heme is

cable-equipped, it may not choose to view over-the-air progra!mtin<3, relying

exclusively on the cable, therefore, if a hane is ca.ble-equipped and the

systan does not carry ~, the bane would indicate an unable to receive,

even though it might be able to receive KI:X:>: over the air. logic indicates

this is a small r.um1::ler, but it may a part of the whole.

Additionally, l<IXX: viewing among non-cable hones is higher than aaong cable

hat8s. A supposition for this could possibly be that since non-eable hanes

have a smaller selectioo of station choices, ~ may be rece1ving a benefit

that is not apparent in cable hartes.



aurrY-BY-<IX.NrY' O£l'AIL

CAN RECEIVE/om VIEW STUJJ'i

MAY 1989 ARBI'mQI

TOl"AL CABm IDlES tOf-eABLE IDmS
aurrY DIARIES Diaries am Receive Did View Diaries Can Receive Did View

IDs
Angeles 993 389 67 27 604 107 47
% (see note) 17.2% 6.9% 17.7% 1.8%

C?rar!9~ 305 171 33 10 134 34 10, 19.. 3% 5.8% 25.4% 7.5%

san
Bernardino 136 79 6 1 57 13 4, 7 ..6\ i .. 3% 22.8% 7.0%

Hiverside .w. 90 44 3 0 46 8 7
% 6 .. 8% - 17.4% 15.2%

Ventura 82 61 0 0 21 0 0
%

Kern 14 8 0 0 6 0 0
%

~ 3

Note: percentages refer to cable and nc.n-cable h:nes only, not percentages of total diaries.
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